STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR REGULATORY ACTION
AMENDED
(Pre-adoption Statement of Reasons)

Amend Section 679
Title 14, California Code of Regulations
Re: Possession of Wildlife and Wildlife Rehabilitation

Date of Initial Statement of Reasons: February 3, 2006

Date of Pre-adoption Statement of Reasons: April 12, 2006

Dates and locations of Scheduled Hearings:

(a) Notice Hearing: Date: February 3, 2006
Location: Sacramento

(b) Discussion Hearing Date April 7, 2006
Location: Monterey

(c) Discussion Hearing Date: May 4, 2006
Location: Kings Beach

(d) Adoption Hearing: Date: June 23, 2006
Location: Mammoth Lakes

Description of Modification of Originally Proposed Language of Initial
Statement of Reasons:

The original proposal is modified in four different sections:

(e)(2)(E)- Add the following additional language at the end of the section: MOU will be valid
for three years. At the end of three years if a permittee wishes to renew a wildlife
rehabilitation permit, a permit renewal form FG 542 (Rev 11/05) will be submitted along with a
processing fee of $41.00 pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2150.2 and adjusted
annually pursuant to Fish and Game Code 713.

(H(6)- add “(when available)” after the word (found) in the third sentence to read — This
record shall include the name and address of the person finding the animal, the location
where the animal was found (when available), a description of its condition and treatment, the
dates it was received and transferred from the facility and the location of its final disposition.
(H(8)- remove entire section

(H(9)-remove the “formal” from the second sentence.

Reasons for Modification of Originally Proposed Language of Initial Statement of Reasons.

The original proposal is modified to add/clarify directions that already-permitted facilities will
renew their permits by filling out an Application/renewal form FG542 (Rev 11/05) and paying



VI.

a processing fee every three years. Many currently permitted facilities were unclear if they
were going to be considered new applicants once their permit expired.

The words “when available” were added to the written document requirement so that wildlife
rehabilitators would not be in violation of the regulations when they received animals from
unknown locations.

The veterinarian of Record section was removed because there is already a veterinarian
policy in the Wildlife Rehabilitation Minimum Standards and Accreditation Program manual
that is adopted in the regulations in section (e)(2)(A).

The word “formal” was removed from the training section to allow for a wider variety of
training classes to be taken by wildlife rehabilitators to count for their yearly mandatory
training session.

Summary of Primary Considerations Raised in Opposition and In Support.

See Responses to Public Recommendations to Possession of Wildlife and Wildlife
Rehabilitation (attached).



http://www.fgc.ca.gov/2006/679response.pdf
http://www.fgc.ca.gov/2006/679response.pdf

Updated Informative Digest

At the December 9, 2005, commission meeting in Concord, the Commission was asked by members of
the public to take this regulation change proposal off the consent calendar and continue it until the
February 3, 2006 meeting to allow interested parties time to have input. After working with interested
parties the Department has made some minor changes and is re-submitting this package.

The proposal is to establish a specific application process (including associated forms) to approve new
wildlife rehabilitation facilities. Documentation is required from the applicant to assist the Department in
determining the need for such new facilities. The proposal also establishes an inspections and processing
fee and describes a consistent process through the use of non-profit organization to conduct inspections.

The proposal identifies specific training requirements to be met by wildlife rehabilitation facilities and their
personnel.

Minor editorial changes are made to clarify and update existing regulatory language regarding wildlife
rehabilitation care standards.

Existing regulation allows the department to issue a (MOU) Memorandum of Understanding to wildlife
rehabilitation facilities that meet the minimum standards set forth in the 1993 Wildlife Rehabilitation
Minimum Standards and Accreditation Program (WRMSAP) manual but does not describe a specific
application process. The regulation change proposal identifies a specific process (including associated
forms) by which the Department can better evaluate the need for such facilities and the applicant’s
qualifications for conducting wildlife rehabilitation activities. The proposal establishes a non-refundable
application processing fee and a one-time facility inspection fee predetermined by the department
pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections 713 and 2150.2. Payment of an application processing and an
inspection fee is proposed to offset the cost of reviewing and processing a wildlife rehabilitation permit.
The Department has provided information in the proposed Fiscal Impact Analysis (lll, (a), 1, of this
document).

New wildlife rehabilitation permits will be issued on an “as needed” basis only and will remain subject to
approval by the regional manager within the region where the facility would be located. The department
will request applicants obtain two letters from already permitted rehabilitation facilities (nearest to the
location of the proposed facility). This requirement will allow the department to determine if there is a
need for a new facility. A letter of intent will be required as part of the application package to assist the
department in assessing the applicants qualifications with regard to education experience and available
facilities. Application validity is one year from date of approval; if the facility is not operational in this time
frame, the applicant’s permit will be revoked.

The department is requiring the applicant have a minimum of two years or 400 hours of experience
working under a currently-permitted rehabilitation facility. The applicant must have documentation from
the permitted facility that they do have the required hours to make them eligible for a wildlife rehabilitation
permit.

This proposal also establishes in regulation the MOU shall be valid for a term not to exceed three (3)
years from the date of issuance and will be issued to meet the needs of the specific department/region at
the discretion of the regional manager. At the end of the three years when the MOU expires, the applicant
may apply for the renewal of the MOU by filling out a Permit/Application Renewal form. Upon the renewal
of a permit a non-refundable processing fee will be charged.

The department is updating the regulations to reflect the current standards contained in the most recent
edition of the WRMSAP Manual.

The original proposal is modified in four different sections:

(e)(2)(E)- Add the following additional language at the end of the section: MOU will be valid for
three years. At the end of three years if a permittee wishes to renew a wildlife rehabilitation



permit, a permit renewal form FG 542 (Rev 11/05) will be submitted along with a processing fee of
$41.00 to be determined by the department pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2150.2 and
adjusted annually pursuant to Fish and Game Code 713.

()(6)- add “(when available)” after the word found in the third sentence to read — This record shall
include the name and address of the person finding the animal, the location where the animal was
found (when available), a description of its condition and treatment, the dates it was received and
transferred from the facility and the location of its final disposition.

(f)(8)- remove entire section
(H)(9)-remove the “formal” from the second sentence.

The original proposal is modified to add/clarify directions that already permitted facilities will
renew their permits by filling out an Application/renewal form FG542(Rev 11/05) and paying only a
processing fee every three years. Many currently permitted facilities were unclear if they were
going to be considered new applicants once their permit expired.

The words “when available” were added to the written document requirement so that wildlife
rehabilitators would not be in violation of the regulations when they received animals from
unknown locations.

The veterinarian of Record section was removed because there is already a veterinarian policy in
the Wildlife Rehabilitation Minimum Standards and Accreditation Program manual that is adopted
in the regulations in section (e)(2)(A).

The word “formal” was removed from the training section to allow for a wider variety of training
classes to be taken by wildlife rehabilitators to count for their yearly mandatory training session.





